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DETAILED ACTION 
Continued Examination Under 37 CFR 1.114 

A request for continued examination under 37 CFR 1.114, including the fee set 
forth in 37 CFR 1 .1 7(e), was filed in this application after final rejection. Since this 
application is eligible for continued examination under 37 CFR 1.114, and the fee set 
forth in 37 CFR 1 .17(e) has been timely paid, the finality of the previous Office action 
has been withdrawn pursuant to 37 CFR 1.114. Applicant's submission filed on 
10/14/2009 has been entered. 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

The factual inquiries set forth in Graham v. John Deere Co., 383 U.S. 1 , 148 
USPQ 459 (1966), that are applied for establishing a background for determining 
obviousness under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) are summarized as follows: 

1 . Determining the scope and contents of the prior art. 

2. Ascertaining the differences between the prior art and the claims at issue. 

3. Resolving the level of ordinary skill in the pertinent art. 

4. Considering objective evidence present in the application indicating 
obviousness or nonobviousness. 
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Claim(s) 1-5, 7, 9-19, 21, 23-33, 35, 37-42 is/are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) 
as being unpatentable over Johnson (5664109) in view of Applicant Admitted Prior Art 
(AAPA). 

It is noted that the official notice taken in a previous Office Action is taken to be 
AAPA because Applicant failed to adequately traverse Examiner's assertion. 

As per claim 1, Johnson teaches a system (reads on "an apparatus") (Figure 1), 
comprising a computer system (Figure 1) comprising: 

(a) a network (Figure 1); 

(b) a server computer and a subscriber client computer (Figure 1), wherein the 
subscriber need not adopt any particular format to view the data stored on the server 
(reads on "disparate operating systems") (column 2 line 29). 

While Johnson does not specifically teach a handheld computer, AAPA teaches 
that laptop computers and palmtop computers are old and well established in the art of 
network computing. 

At the time the invention was made, it would have been obvious to one of 
ordinary skill in the art to include the teachings of AAPA within the embodiment of 
Johnson with the motivation of providing physicians with wireless computing platforms 
for convenience. 

Johnson further teaches software capable of: 

(c) sharing patient records (reads on "portability enabling software") (column 2 
line 13-26); 
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(b) storing a master patient record (reads on "master control file") (Figure 7 label 

702); 

(c) sharing (reads on "controlling and providing interoperability") medical records 
between a plurality of providers, wherein each provider need not adopt standard patient 
identifiers, medical formats, hardware, or software (reads on "computer platforms 
operating on disparate operating systems") (column 2 line 27-37); 

(d) using software to interface with a database containing therein text data, 
image data, patient records (Figure 7), and the plurality of providers (Figure 2). 

(e) the master patient record is capable of being used to serve a plurality of 
queries from the plurality of subscribers (reads on "interfaces with the disparate 
operating systems") (Figure 8 label 804-805); 

(f) the software capable of allowing the subscriber computer to view data stored 
on the server computer (Figure 1); 

(g) software stored on the server computer and software stored on the subscriber 
computer to control operation and interaction of both (Figure 1), wherein both software 
systems interact with each other over network (Figure 1); 

(h) the master patient record is capable of mapping documents containing therein 
text and image data stored in a database to patient records (Figure 7); 

(i) the system is capable of maintaining the database (Figure 7); 
(j) receiving and storing the documents (Figure 4-6); 
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(k) storing (reads on "capture", "populate", "maintain") and retrieving the stored 
documents, wherein the documents are stored in their native formats (reads on "a 
plurality of image and text formats") (Abstract and throughout); 

(I) the master patient record is capable of linking with a plurality of documents in 
any format (Figure 7, Abstract), and the plurality of subscribers (Figure 1); 

(m) providing patient data (reads on "patient episode data") electronically over 
network (Figure 2). 

Johnson further teaches that computer security is well known and should be 
applied to medical information (column 14 line 4-25). 

Johnson further teaches that e-mail is also known in the art and may be used to 
communicate medical data (column 5 line 23-25). 

Johnson further teaches receiving the transmitted patient data for storage (Figure 
2 label 208). 

Johnson does not teach "a secure file, transmitting the secure file as an e-mail 
attachment, retrieving the patient episode data from the secure file". 

AAPA teaches that sending a file via encrypted email is old and well established 
in the art of network security. 

At the time the invention was made, it would have been obvious to one of 
ordinary skill in the art to include the teachings of AAPA within the embodiment of 
Johnson and AAPA with the motivation of providing an efficient form of file transfer that 
is easy for physicians to use. 
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The skilled artisan would have recognized the benefit that since physicians are 
already familiar with emailing, it would be easier to use email to submit patient data than 
to train physicians to use a different interface. 

As per claim 2, Examiner submits that any hand-held device within the scope of 
claim 1 and capable of communicating with the apparatus inherently executes "medical 
software" to communicate with the claimed apparatus. 

Therefore, this claim is rejected for substantially the same rationale as applied to 
claim 1 above, and incorporated herein. 

As per claim 3, Johnson teaches that the system is capable of accepting 
documents from the plurality of subscribers (reads on "interoperability to populate, 
maintain") (Figure 1) and retrieving information for the plurality of subscribers (Figure 8). 

As per claim 4, Johnson teaches that the system is capable of maintaining the 
database (reads on "controls path and name of folder images, path to and name of the 
database, database field names, attributes, and locations on the folder image") (Figure 
7, Figure 3). 

Examiner considers a database table containing therein the documents to be a 
"folder". 
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As per claim 5, Johnson teaches storing the document with the original headings 
(reads on "each field name") (Figure 5 label ADMITTED WITH, MEDICAL SUMMARY, 
etc.). 

As per claim 7, Johnson teaches linking the document identifier to the master 
patient identifier for display (reads on "name") (Figure 7 label 706). 

Examiner also considers the foreign key linking to be a form of "pointer". 

As per claim 9, Johnson teaches that the system is capable of storing medical 
data (Figure 7). 

As per claim 10, Johnson teaches that the system is capable of allowing remote 
subscribers to review patient records (Figure 8). 

As per claim 1 1 , Johnson teaches that the system is capable of allowing remote 
subscribers to review patient records (reads on "health indicators") (Figure 8). 

As per claim 12, this claim is rejected for substantially the same rationale as 
applied to claim 1 above, and incorporated herein. 

Examiner considers encryption to be a form of "compresses". 
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As per claim 13, this claim is rejected for substantially the same rationale as 
applied to claim 1 above, and incorporated herein. 

As per claim 14, Johnson teaches database triggers capable of notifying 
subscribers that new patient data is available for a specific patient of interest (Figure 4 
label 422). 

As per the set of claim(s): 1 5, 1 6, 1 7, 1 8, 1 9, 21 , 23, 24, 25, 26, 27, 28, 29, 30, 
31 , 32, 33, 35, 37, 38, 39, 40, 41 , 42, this set of claim is rejected for substantially the 
same rationale as applied to the rejection of the set of claim(s): 1,2,3, 4, 5, 7, 9, 1 0, 1 1 , 
12, 13, 14, 15, 16, 17, 18, 19, 21, 23, 24, 25, 26, 27, 28, respectively, and incorporated 
herein. 

Claim(s) 6, 20, 34 is/are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Johnson and AAPA as applied to parent claims 4, 19, 32 above, and further in view 
of Amit (Federated Database Systems for Managing Distributed, Heterogeneous, and 
Autonomous Databases, MAILED 12/18/2008). 

As per claim 6, Johnson does not teach "the pointer to and the name of the 
database indicates the database". 

Amit teaches a federated database system, wherein schemas are mapped 
(reads on "the pointer to and the name") between databases (page 192 Section 1 .1). 



Application/Control Number: 09/853,703 Page 9 

Art Unit: 3626 

At the time the invention was made, it would have been obvious to one of 
ordinary skill in the art to include the teachings of Amit within the embodiment of 
Johnson and AAPA with the motivation of providing increased availability, increased 
reliability, and improved access time (Amit; page 185 column 2 Section Distribution). 

As per the set of claim(s): 20, 34, this set of claim is rejected for substantially the 
same rationale as applied to the rejection of the set of claim(s): 6, 20, respectively, and 
incorporated herein. 

Response to Arguments 

Applicant's arguments filed 10/29/2010 have been fully considered but they are 
not persuasive. 

On page 9 Applicant argues: 

In response to applicant's arguments against the references individually, one 
cannot show nonobviousness by attacking references individually where the rejections 
are based on combinations of references. See In re Keller, 642 F.2d 413, 208 
USPQ 871 (CCPA 1981); In re Merck & Co., 800 F.2d 1091, 231 USPQ 375 (Fed. Cir. 
1986). 
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In this case, Examiner did not rely on Johnson for the feature of handheld 
devices. Clearly, Johnson would not have this feature. Instead, Examiner relied on 
AAPA for this feature. 



On page 9 Applicant argues: 
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Applicant's arguments fail to comply with 37 CFR 1 .1 1 1 (b) because they amount 
to a general allegation that the claims define a patentable invention without specifically 
pointing out how the language of the claims patentably distinguishes them from the 
references. 
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On page 1 0 Applicant argues: 

-i T „£>,i^ u v (■ uj^ ^'j^'bci cc 2 a: J> r~ -e-c >^ "~\ 

mmntton. 

Words of the claim are generally given their ordinary and customary meaning, 
unless it appears from the written description that they were used differently by the 
applicant. Where an applicant chooses to be his or her own lexicographer and defines 
terms with special meanings, he or she must set out the special definition explicitly and 
with "reasonable clarity, deliberateness, and precision" in the disclosure to give one of 
ordinary skill in the art notice of the change. See Teleflex Inc. v. Ficosa North America 
Corp., 299 F.3d 1313, 1325, 63 USPQ2d 1374, 1381 (Fed. Cir. 2002), Rexnord Corp. v. 
Laitram Corp., 274 F.3d 1336, 1342, 60 USPQ2d 1851, 1854 (Fed. Cir. 2001), and 
MPEP § 21 1 1 .01 . Pursuant to 35 U.S.C. § 1 1 2, 2nd paragraph, "[i]t is applicant's 
burden to precisely define the invention, and not the [examiner's]." In re Morris, 127 
F.3d 1048, 1056, 44 USPQ2d 1023, 1029 (Fed. Cir. 1997). Therefore, it would not be 
proper for the examiner to give words of the claim special meaning when no such 
special meaning has been defined by the applicant in the written description. 
Furthermore, it would not be proper for the examiner to allow a claim and issue the 
application with an examiner's statement of reasons for allowance setting forth the 
special definition given to the words of the claim when no such special definition has 
been defined by the applicant in the written description. 

In this case, Applicant does not define "portability enabling software". 
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In determining the scope of the claim, Examiner relies on Merriam-Webster 
Online Dictionary, which defines "portable" as "usable on many computers with little or 
no modification". 

Johnson teaches (column 2): 

la the context of a managed health care setwork, all 
providers who subscribe to or are members of a health care 
organization or network need not adopt standard patient 
33 identifiers or medical formats, hardware and software. The 
providers are able to continue to use their preexisting 
iafoimatkm systems, incloding medical record numbers or 
pati ent ideatifieis. Yet medical records are easily shared with 
other fsoviders within the organization. Thus, the inve&tion 
. 3J enables ihe coiecik® and analysis of patient inf conation 
wltfeout imposing sigmfieant extra cost aad overhead on the 
providers. 

According to Johnson, the disclosed system allows providers to view patient data 
without adopting any hardware or software changes. 

This teaching fully meets the definition of "portable" as discussed above. 
Therefore, the applied art teaches "portability enabling software". 



On page 1 0 Applicant argues: 
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Applicant has not specifically defined any structure for "master control file". 
Instead, Applicant appears to be reciting only functional limitations of this "master 
control file". 

Therefore, any structure capable of performing the recited functionality would 
meet the claimed limitation. 

Indeed, discussion has been provided above regarding how the database of 
Johnson provides for the ability of computer systems to interact without adopting a 
standardized hardware or software format. 



On page 10-11 Applicant argues: 

SCt 1^<s Examiner rstes uson Johnson cos 2, sHsnes 2? - 3? «ss dsscussog 
'carssro&'ng and ppo"*c^g nt&fopef^tlity" and computes psafera apers&ng on dispute 
cpe-atirsg syste«W How^^sr Johnsor coK 2 siknm 27*3" <J scuss-ss 'hat providers s?e sfcfe 
lo tonttnye io us* tfw prs&xis$<rcc5 snksrsnatiorc systems i;>d>;dira) medical tecoscJ numbers or 
p^fcen* idfer^ifefs" rather than "cafttresl'^g arso prsjv tissncj intenjpef of a medical 'ssorps 

system b*tw*;ef computer pistfarrm o&a^ng on tho *soarate oper&tng systems* ss \n m© 
preset itfv^?^ y envoys r claims. 1.15. and 29 af Snt praseit sppk^cw are s^encM to 
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Examiner is unable to ascertain the scope of Applicant's argument because 
Applicant does not clearly define the scope of the argued limitations. 

Applicant is reminded that it is Applicant's burden to clearly define the scope of 
claim terms. 
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Absent such controlling definitions, Examiner is unable to attribute any special 
definition to claim terms, and must interpret the claim broadly as is consistent with the 
disclosure. 

In this case, the database of Johnson stores textual data, image data, and 
medical records (Figure 7). Johnson further teaches that different computer systems 
can interact, as discussed above and incorporated herein. 



On page 1 1 Applicant argues: 
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Similar rationale as discussed above is incorporated herein. 



On page 1 1 Applicant argues: 
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personal computer. 



Johnson teaches (Figure 1): 
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FIG. 1 




Clearly, Johnson teaches a plurality of subscriber computers (Figure 1 label 110). 
This is considered to be a form of "personal computer". 



On page 1 1 Applicant argues: 
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Similar rationale above is incorporated herein. 
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On page 1 1 Applicant argues: 

Tfw Ex®frvn©f s assertions that Johnson d'sa^ss £*n she Abstract and shroug^txits "a 
p^jrahty sf image and teat formate" ^ *-<s$.;xnifuly traveled te« spwf&caiiy Johnson does not 
appear to tMcum m suggest Image* format nor (km Jdhn&m mention "snage* . 



Johnson teaches: 
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FIG. 4 
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Johnson further teaches (column 7): 
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Hie document management program 304 tracks ffles 
stored in the documeat repository 210, and retrieves 4om- 20 
meat files in response to requests from other programs, 
These files are preserved in their original form to assure 
integrity off the data contained is the Mm, Copes of the files 
are only provided to processes when requested Files con- 
taining an original document and other 'Views** of the test 25 
file, for example scanned images of hardcopy reports, are 
stored and associated by the document maaageisteal pro- 
gram with the text file of the document. Commercially 
svailsMe pro-ams may be used for file and document 
management. qq 

According to Johnson, a document in any format is provided to the system. The 
document is then scanned and textual data is extracted. The original document in its 
original format is then stored along with a link to extracted textual data. 

This teaching fully meets the claimed limitations. 



On page 11-12 Applicant argues: 
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lashscr* includes ' tma^e data' as in the prassm swenaon. 

Similar rationale above is incorporated herein. 



Application/Control Number: 09/853,703 
Art Unit: 3626 



Page 19 



On page 12 Applicant argues: 



**x- ctQ< s. nv «n o-ut Jo? loOf J^e* n« Jkw^s -el i-sv \i fhs cs+^rs ^tso-de est, ft on 



Examiner assumes that Applicant is arguing that the applied art do not teach 
"patient episode data". 

Applicant provides no definition for this term. 

Examiner has broadly interpreted this limitation to envelop any data pertaining to 
the patient. 

Johnson teaches (Figure 5): 



FIG. 5 
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A discharge summary is considered to be a form of "patient episode data" 
because this document describes the care of a patient. 



On page 12 Applicant argues: 
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Similar rationale above is incorporated herein. 



On page 12 Applicant argues: 
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does net dtscuss 'tepiyng pafesni epts^a data mto a s$c*jr© rl^ - and 'transmitting She s-eeure 
-^s an s-rstafi aUachi^ervt' as rettt^ti m cM-m's \ 15, and 29 of tfte pseie^t app^tat'or? 
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In response to applicant's arguments against the references individually, one 
cannot show nonobviousness by attacking references individually where the rejections 
are based on combinations of references. See In re Keller, 642 F.2d 413, 208 
USPQ 871 (CCPA 1981); In re Merck & Co., 800 F.2d 1091, 231 USPQ 375 (Fed. Cir. 
1986). 

In this case, Examiner did not rely on Johnson for the feature of a secure file. 
Clearly, Johnson would not have this feature. Instead, Examiner relied on AAPA for this 
feature. 

On page 1 3 Applicant argues: 

The ^sawer asserts that Johf^etx Psyyre 2. i^bef £QS tsaches recewrsg the 
tfsnsmitisd patient dsts for sstofsge Howsv©?. Johrvscn, Pig tire 2, label EOS is § "Report 

The report handler of Johnson receives softcopies of the document and stores 
for processing. Clearly Johnson teaches that the data is then sent for batch processing 
(label 212) and storage (label 210). 

On page 1 3 Applicant argues: 

secure tm* . 



Similar rationale above is incorporated herein. 
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On page 1 3 Applicant argues: 

Jo^nsor* tsa^&s away from fsra^smitirrvg a s&c-yr& file as &r ©-mas* attachment' tn thai 
Johnson, cot 14, Isnes 4-25, dfcsctm&s *m<#t mc&si contains a tod for art E-maii ad3r®s$" sand 
the tise of "s priv^sgss mask" That *s. Johnson discusses snoludrng tn<§ s-nnil sadrsss *nto the 
ogcor^ Father than at1«*chirvg tse mcwii to fe-fti<M Jcs^nstx; tfrsciissss Ehs use ol "p-'m^q^ 

FyHher, ih© 6»[»f« amnions that tin© 'skJted artisan *?ouid s^vs recognized the 
fcji§n#iiti"iat sines physicians are already fa^fcs* wth orna^ng. it would &e easier to t*s>e emal So 
s~bmt &att^"« <55s% (r^n k: ts^n ijhva^sis^s to jss a <Mfer??n* in^erfacta* arts ?§$p#ctfiily 
ffsav'e-r^ Johnson. 14. fines ^-25. tescte awsy for th& f$ss,ons sst fcrto sbcva 

Johnson does not teach away from the claimed arrangement because nowhere 
does Johnson criticize, discredit, or otherwise discourages the claimed solution. 

Indeed, in order to teach away from the claimed combination, Johnson must first 
teach the claimed combination. Since Applicant acknowledges and does not dispute 
that Johnson does not teach the claimed combination, it would not be possible for 
Johnson to teach away from this claimed combination. 

Applicant is reminded that failing to teach a feature is not the same as teaching 
away. Instead, a reference that teaches away would have all claimed features, but such 
a reference would discourage the combination of such features into a single 
embodiment. Clearly, Johnson does not do so. 



On page 1 3 Applicant argues: 
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Regarding dasm 2 the Etfan^fier's, assert nans tha* any hand-held device w£hm th« scop® 
csf elatm 1 and eap?^bfe of ■co^fmjrcteatwig with th*5 apparatus ' srshferentty" ^secw*es 'medi^ 
software" to co^ertinscate- wit*i t^e ct$ rre$ 30pt<ra\js a s rc-sp^cr^iy t<-a\t«s*d The E^snio** 
is ?e*pectfy!3y requested to support the ssssrto^ ot inherence by qit>ng a r$f$sw^c$ Of by 
affidavit or withdraw aam®. 

Applicant's request is declined with the following explanation being sufficient 
proof of inherency. 

In this case, the software necessary to communicate between the subscriber 
computer and the server is considered to be "medical software" because this software is 
capable of processing medical data. 

Applicant is reminded that no definition for "medical software" is provided. 

On page 1 3 Applicant argues: 

Regarttng elami 3„ th© E^ssr^rw assess sftat Joftnsefs teach&s t^ssi th§ s^te*^ is 
capable o? accept^ risc^-sents tram a plurality of suascn&ers fFhgura 1} and rs-sdevsng 
information for the plurality of subscribers {Figure gj. Hovever, Johnson doe* no! dustuss or 
suggest ma^r copfroi ye pravtdes the medical records system with the :rferopsrab>% to 
populate matmam and retrieve irr?or^atoi f>cm its database 1 as reelect ir* da m 3 of the ptmmi 
applicator*. 

Johnson clearly teaches that the system is capable of storing, maintaining, and 
retrieving data (Figure 7): 
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On page 13-14 Applicant argues: 

t ^ nt sf>» : u "iek irP" a 1 - t e* re Jv r\ <\* r^ti to ire \smv cf IK. 

cimm 4 of tn$ extent sDpfs&^ion. 

^fh^ 1 ' ie > ti^o h. i* ^s~ v E\<* t toih, :?er ^ chui. c<. ta ^ f ^ s ^ 

m=s3*s ^ rt\ t^"f i " "J ^ 4 n*f**« ptesw* 3£>p _dt on 

Applicant provides no definition for "folder". 

In determining the scope of the claim, Examiner relies on Merriam-Webster 
Online Dictionary, which defines "folder" as "an organizational element of a computer 
operating system used to group files or other folders together". 

In particular, the system of Johnson maintains all access to the data stored in the 
database (Figure 7). 

This arrangement is considered to be an organization element of a computer 
operating system used to group files, and fully meets the limitation "folder". 

On page 14 Applicant argues: 

sntorrraateorr. 
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Johnson teaches retaining the original document in its original format, as 
discussed above, and incorporated herein. This teaching suggests that the original field 
name is retained in the original document. See Figure 5 label "ADMITTED WITH", 
"MEDICAL SUMMARY", "CURRENT MEDICATION". These are all original field names 
and are retained in the document in their original format. 

On page 14 Applicant argues: 

J v - d rV " ~ : h Fx hi i"! 'i*- rsH^t-* v s Hvt 1 ^ rt> ' t&h& "OS? discusses 

knhtftQ tfca decurrwS *der&f*sr to the master pstieri£ ^n^e? foe d^pUs/ Howvef. JetfiF'son 
does not discuss or suggest © po-ntw \o any rsams cf staphs i?r?^ss indicates the images th-st 
display whhn th& medico records system is executed" as redfe-i Sr> oi&m 7 of the present 

In Figure 7 Johnson teaches that an arrow is linked from the document identifier 
to the original document as stored in the database. This is a form of "pointer". 

On page 14 Applicant argues: 

Rfe<Mrd<nta tfsfm t • tne fxsr^w rss«?«5 t^a: Johnson discusses stet system *s 
eapab*-* allows tea-rote su^ct ibers so r*M§* patent rojc^s ,F-gutfr S> Hwce' Johrsscr 

ntn dssvufc* "vfcheretrt \m records system stomg ssateit ms&eaf ^ccsfds tc soab © h&sfm 
i-^f«* f -a vmsxw si^th indicator* *§rooi©ty" as recited -n tiarrt 1 1 ©s the arssoti: 

Applicant does not define "health indicators". 

Examiner broadly interprets this limitation to envelop any data capable of 
describing the health of the patient. 
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As seen from at least Figure 5, many pieces of data regarding the health of the 
patient are provided to the subscriber. This meets the limitation "health indicators" 
because the displayed data describe the patient's health. 

On page 14-15 Applicant argues: 

R&gsrdt^g claim 12, t^s £ya?rv:rker asserts that "'*fio"ypt!&ft h s fo-nr* s* 'compi-asses'" 
Clasm 12 of 8ie prsse^t appfccsfcop fedles "whs-ram th© apparatus captures sompressaes, 
enc?/p*s and ©ncapsu^tss parent gpisoti© data m\Q she secure f'^e" That is cJsim 12 rsc«*e& 
'compresses" and Nenaypts". 

Johnson does mot<3;$oi&s or sug-gsst ths fea&rss recrtetf *n daim 12 of "v^er^n the 
apparatus c^&t«res, compress^, encfypss, ar?d erscs psisSatias pato^rct episode dasa <nto the 
sacurs iM\ 

Examiner agrees. 

Examiner does not rely on Johnson for this feature. Instead, AAPA is relied on 
for teaching the feature of encrypting. 

Therefore, this argument does not overcome the rejection because the applied 
art is the combination of Johnson and AAPA, not Johnson alone. 

On page 1 5 Applicant argues: 

^ * 1 t ^ ^ J t vf > ^ o s *q«s ^ v*t res i t f* >s,js a*us 

^ f <s t*it se* r e * * N w, ie».^ urn \ ^ jn*o *»p ess*. .> 

^ - 3s c * > K t \ t x -m J **. u, ^ fe^i- ^ n f n ^ pa*<.<t "eJCti 



As discussed above, AAPA teaches that email is old and well known. 
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Therefore, encrypting and decrypting email necessarily involves servers for 
transmitting the mail, and requisite software on each computer to encrypt/decrypt the 
email messages. 

On page 16 Applicant argues: 

Ami, page 185. eo^rsin <? Ssetso i DfttrsliLtRs'x Ascs-issss Jtstnfcpfted databases 
vvh«-r©3s Jofinssn fdemiftcs the p?abto of eerttfsMng artd «?iw^g sredical r&o&fds" \ 
isnss 51 and 52j and dsseu&ses thai a '-centmlteesi seeord 'mspmg system srecatves record 
document f-om eno of a ploraaty gf independent t?ervscs ptovtders as JoMso^ mvamw ^c* 
2, at bnss 1 3-1 Ss. Thas, eombsnxt Amst wsth Johnson: wguM not acfMewe preset >RV®Rfton. 

T^er^fos^ mbhw Johnson t^s E^amirw's s&seraons of O^ost Notices c* fe^s efthsr 
stem cr m ^T^ir^ftO^ cs-scyssss or sugqests "points *o and ihs rj-we tf>e 4afoP£S© 

rdicates ths database v^cft trie *neas&3! records sys^m wit: private &-->si t&tf\ev& mferrnfetien 
from* of the present inversion 

Amit teaches substituting a single database with a plurality of remotely distributed 
databases. Therefore, the combined teachings of the applied art suggests that the 
storage medium would be a plurality of distributed database, and navigation between 
each database to locate the appropriate data is provided by a directory or some form of 
query (reads on "pointer") according to Amit. 

Conclusion 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Tran (Ken) N. Nguyen whose telephone number is 571- 
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270-1310. The examiner can normally be reached on Monday - Friday, 9:00 am - 5:00 
pm Eastern. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Robert W. Morgan can be reached on 571-272-6773. The fax phone 
number for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571- 
273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a 
USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated information 
system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 

/Tran Nguyen/ 
Examiner, Art Unit 3626 
12/06/2010 



